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ABSTRACT

Laurie Bushman
Loyola University Chicago
LOYOLA UNIVERSITY DAY SCHOOL: AN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

This ethnographic study proposes to explore the development of a therapeutic day
school program over the course of two decades. By documenting the historical development
of the program, the researcher seeks to discover the quality of its effectiveness in responding
to the population, parental concerns and governmental demands regarding education and
special education.
Foundation for the study is built upon a review of the development of legal principles
and educational programs related to special education in the United States, Illinois and
Chicago. The study which follows documents the implementation and growth of one
therapeutic day school and its ability to adapt appropriately to changing federal, state and
community needs and demands.
Information for this historical account was gathered from two major sources: 1)
documents in the form of books, articles, archival records etc., and 2) interviews with the
former principal and founder of the Loyola University Day School and with two former
executive directors of the Charles I. Doyle Center. The study is presented in narrative form
from an historical perspective.

The history of the school presented spans two decades beginning in early 1970. The
researcher presents the implementation and growth of the program parallel to the changing
federal and state guidelines regarding special education and services for children with unique
learning needs. It becomes evident that the program was able to change and grow in
response to each new need or demand while maintaining consistency in quality of service.
It is this factor which the researcher attempts to clarify. In this successful, effective
educational program, there were specific components which remained consistent through the
years enabling the school to meet the continuing needs of the children and families that it
served. These components are evident throughout the history of the therapeutic day school
despite other major changes in governmental guidelines and community and university
involvement.
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CHAPTER I
SPECIAL EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES: A BRIEF HISTORY

Introduction
From the beginning, education and training of the young to properly carry on the
American way of life has been a valuable part of our society in the United States. In order
to preserve their new found freedom our fore fathers fought to establish an educational
system capable of equipping the next generation to meet the challenge of operating and living
successfully in a democratic society. Over time, individual schools and educators have
struggled, adapted and stretched, sometimes succeeding and other times failing, in their
endeavor to make this noble goal a reality for a wide variety of students.
It was the subset of students for whom the challenge of education became
increasingly difficult that eventually came to be known as "the special education" population.
It is the history of the education of these individuals in our society that this study will review
briefly in an effort to set the stage for the more intense historical review that follows.

The Beginning
Much of this country's educational structure was patterned after the British charity
enterprises and French pedagogy reflecting, to a great extent, the philosophies and methods
of John Locke. Soon, however, American education took on its own form and structure

2
adapted specifically to the new country's peculiarities. 1 As education evolved within the fast
growing and changing American society, the questions of: Who should receive education?,
What should be the purpose of education?, and How should this instruction be delivered?,
prompted the beginnings and shaped the unfolding of education in our country. Throughout
this growth process one can trace the history and development of the attempts of educators
to define and meet the needs of those members of the population who did not seem to fit into
the regular educational system.
Unfortunately, there is very little written regarding the children and teachers involved
in special education in our country over the years. 2 Little is mentioned regarding the actual
format of the classroom experience, the child's life in the community or the experiences of
disabled adults. It is apparent that, as reform efforts gathered momentum, there was a cry for
more structure which, in tum, necessitated more professional experience. As Winzer
explains, "The nature of teachers and teaching changed: it became important to train teachers
in approved methods, to provide them with a sense of vocational identity and spirit, and to
appoint officials to supervise them. "3 These educators recorded their intent and philosophy
but it is unclear what the actual, everyday classroom experience was really like as it evolved
over the years.
Despite the scarcity of information, one can observe the general change in attitude
toward disabled children and the shift in philosophy regarding education of these students.

1

Margaret A. Winzer, The History of Spedal Education,From Isolation to
Integration (Washington, D.C.: Gallaudet University Press, 1993), 78.
2
1bid., 81.
3
1bid., 80.

3
A close look reveals a steady shift back and forth between separation from and integration
into the mainstream. The struggle to provide both an equal and effective individualized
education seems apparent.

The Colonial Days
In the Colonial days purposes for education seemed clear and brief: (a) to pass on
cultural and national heritage's and (b) to produce a literate electorate. 4 With these goals in
mind education began in a setting designed to serve a select population destined to learn and
carry on the ideals and convictions of their fore fathers.
Though the underlying goals were similar, early education differed in various parts
of the country and was offered in various levels of formality according to the cultural
heritage and current life style of the colonists.
The New England colonies put great emphasis on instilling religious and cultural
values into their children.

Formal education was highly valued as was a firm grasp of one's

heritage and an ability to contribute to society as a whole.
Life and education in the south were both less formal. Education of the negro and
poor white plantation workers consisted of the learning of skills necessary in the everyday
functioning of farming and survival on the plantation. The formal education that did exist
in this mostly agricultural area of the country was highly aristocratic and directed toward the
elite group of white plantation owners. 5 The emphasis still involved the goal of instilling

4

Jack W. Birch, Ph.D. and B. Kenneth Johnstone, F.A.I.A., Designing Schools
and Schooling for the Handicapped (Springfield, ILL Charles C. Thomas, 1975), 27.
5
Gerald Lee Gutek, An Historical Introduction to American Education (New York:
Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1970), 16.
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cultural values (in the south this became an ethical code based on the concept of chivalry) 6
and the knowledge and skill to carry on the operation of the agricultural unit known as the
plantation.
The middle Atlantic colonies, located between the New England and Southern
colonies, represented an extremely pluralistic society including a wide variety of religious
and cultural backgrounds. These colonies struggled in their attempts to hold on to and blend
their diverse heritage's and traditions. Despite the diversity, the underlying educational goals
seemed to remain similar to the rest of the country ... to instill and carry on cultural heritage
and to prepare the young for life in their new country. While these goals remained constant,
the actual content of the classroom curriculum varied among the colonies.
During this time the colonists were preoccupied with survival and the move toward
greater independence. These overriding concerns made it difficult for educators to consider
the exceptional needs of those individuals unable to support themselves in society or in the
educational system.
At this point children with handicaps or special learning needs were among the many
groups of children considered ineligible for education, given the accepted purposes of the
time. Disability was viewed as a subcategory of poverty, hence accepted as inevitable and
an evidence of God's will. 7
Though not included in the organized, regular education of the time, the disabled
were not forgotten. Considered a matter of concern for their family, the local community or

6

Ibid.
Winzer, 85

7

6

be, according to Mann, "open to all, provided by the state and local community as a part of
the birthright of every child. It would be for rich and poor alike, not only free but as good
as any private institution. It would be nonsectarian, receiving children of all creeds, classes
and backgrounds. "9
Mann believed that the public school should be a place of excellence where
knowledge, social values, unity and patriotism would be taught, learned and internalized by
all.

In order to accomplish these goals, Mann advised that instruction be adapted to meet
the needs of children who differed in temperament, interests and ability.

As Mann's

educational beliefs and goals came to be accepted, the first shift toward including each
individual in the educational system of our country began.

A Second Shift
Gradually, as time passed and the schools grew in number and organizational format,
the pendulum would shift again. Despite efforts of early educational reformers, such as
Mann and Henry Bernard (1811 - 1900), to include and make accommodations for the
disabled population through adapted learning environments and specific programs designed
to meet individual needs, these children were soon lost from the educational system.
The population grew and the one room school house which once served children of
all grades and abilities was replaced by graded elementary and secondary schools. Specific
criterion for each grade level became the determiners for success and advancement. Children

9

L. Cremin, The Transformation of the School (New York: Vintage Books,
1961), 10.
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not able to keep up often dropped out. Some never entered the school process at all. The
poor and disabled again became projects for charity rather than the educational community.
Despite the underlying goals of promoting independence and creating citizens capable
of contributing successfully to society, the belief that disabled children presented unique
learning needs requiring a different form of instruction began to take hold. These students
were viewed as special and different from the rest of the school population and their needs
were thought to demand institutional isolation. 10 Ideally, these children would be taught and
encouraged to learn to be good citizens but in a separate setting. With these beliefs came the
formation of institutions ... a broad step away from the idea of adaptation to the individual
and integration of all into the education process.

Separate But Egual
In the beginning the separate institution was created with the goal of providing an

effective education in a small, homelike environment where residents could be treated as
normal people, and where they would be treated humanely. It was believed that in this
setting the individual would best learn and develop to their potential.

Housed in an

institution most often administered by a corporate board of directors, these children were
originally taught basic trade skills with the goal of developing them as useful, productive
citizens. Schools attempted to teach the value of work ethics, uniformity, conformity and
acceptance.
The end of the century, however, brought a wave of pessimism regarding the potential

1

°Winzer, 94.
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of disabled persons and their ability to learn. This train of thought, prompted largely by the
publication of Sir Francis Galton's (1822 - 1911) work on eugenics, viewed handicaps as
hereditary, genetic defects. It was believed that disabled individuals could not learn and
become a functioning, contributing part of society. The charitable belief that the disabled
deserved a chance to at least be treated humanely, if in a separate setting, gave way to the
fear that the "feebleminded" were potentially dangerous to society as future criminals and
deviants. The idea of separate but effective education seemed to become lost in the belief
that not every individual was capable of learning and/or of becoming a contributing member
of society.

A New Century
By the late 1930's the new century was beginning to bring about several
circumstances which would prove, through time, to result once more in shifts in thinking and
changes in the education of the disabled and institutionalized.
The conclusion of World War II in 1945 prompted significant changes in the
American perspective of freedom and democracy. The need to provide for returning veterans
who had been wounded physically or emotionally in the war prompted educators,
psychologists and physicians to work to facilitate these individuals' return to society. Some
of the techniques and expertise developed during this time were generalized to young
disabled children in the school setting.
Medical researchers were discovering that, although some handicaps were genetic,
many were brought about by intra-uterine and birth accidents ... incidents that could be

9

prevented.
The laws began to shift in the early 1950's from providing for institutional and
rehabilitative services for the handicapped to assuring equal protection and opportunity in
education. Parents began to demonstrate an increased interest in and willingness to fight for
their children's rights and educational needs. They began to organize themselves into
advocacy groups which would eventually play a crucial role in the establishment of federal
and state court rulings effecting the education of all children. This is demonstrated clearly
in the PARC (Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children) case of 1971. PARC filed
suit on behalf of 13 children who were not receiving appropriate educational services. The
underlying argument presented by PARC was that every child can learn ... no child is
uneducable. The court, ruling in favor of PARC set forth several principles which would
significantly effect the development of special education. These included 1) the right to
education, 2) due process, and 3) least restrictive environment. 11 In effect this case provided
for an extension of the integration rights mandated in the earlier Brown v. Board of
Education case (1954). While PARC affected the mentally handicapped population, Mills
v. Board of Education (1972) expanded the law to include all handicapping conditions
including behavior problems, emotional disturbed and hyperactive children. All children
were now to be provided with an appropriate education through the public schools. The
attitude in education was shifting once again toward integration and education of each
individual, focusing on the development of each student to their potential not necessarily on

11

Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children v. Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, 343 F. Supp. 279 (1972).
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the individual's eventual contribution to society. 12

Back to the Public Setting
These events working together culminated in a shift in attitude toward individuals
with disabilities as well as a rethinking of the definition of the purpose of education in the
United States. Following the PARC and Mills decisions many states began to put in place
education laws affecting disabled children. School districts were now under pressure to at
least manage, if not to educate all children including the unruly, the low functioning and
disabled. The belief that all children can learn and should have opportunity to do so was
resurfacing and replacing the pessimism and fear of the past.
The belief was evident in the stance and ideals of educational reformers. It was
reflected in higher education where curriculum was being expanded to include training in the
education and understanding of children with disabilities and resulted in more specific
identification and categorization of disabilities. Special education was developing as a
separate and necessary entity in the field of education.

And in the Real World ...
Teachers attempting to function in the reality of the situation, were finding that
handling these children in the classroom was difficult and undesirable. Administrators,
hoping to maintain order and high standards in their schools, were opposed to placing the
unruly, low functioning and disabled children in regular classrooms. As a result, the lower

12

Maynard C. Reynolds and Sylvia W. Rosen, "Special Education: Past, Present,
and Future," Readings in Special Education (Guilford, Connecticut: Special Learning
Corporation, 1980), 4-10.
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functioning, hard to teach children, while remaining in the public schools, were often placed
together in separate classrooms.
Attitudes and ideals were indeed shifting, yet the reality of instituting the practice of
integrated, effective education for every child was not as easily attained.

Governmental Intervention
In the years following the landmark PARC and Mills decisions, the federal
government implemented several pieces of legislation which impacted special education in
a significant manner.
Public Law 93-380, passed in 1974, guaranteed due process procedures in placement,
testing, and confidentiality of school records. It established the principle of least restrictive
environment, requiring that, to the greatest extent possible, handicapped children be
educated with their non-handicapped peers.

In 1975, Public Law 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped Children Act, was
passed. This law expanded the principles set forth in Public Law 93-380 and sent out a
nation wide message regarding the right of every handicapped child, to a free, appropriate,
public education in the least restrictive environment. This law and its mandates intended to
guide the educational system into better serving all children. The four basic components of
Public Law 94-142 are stated as follows: 13
1. Zero Reject: Public schools are responsible for educating all children with
disabilities regardless of the nature or severity of the disability.
2. Child Find: Public schools must conduct an active child find effort to locate,

13

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act, Public Law 94-142, (1975).
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evaluate, and serve all eligible disabled students birth to 21 years of age.
3. Least Restrictive Environment: To the maximum extent appropriate, children
with disabilities, including children in public and private institutions and
other care facilities are educated with children who are not disabled and that
special schooling or other removal of disabled children from regular
educationalenvironments occurs only when the nature of the handicap is such
that education in regular classes with the use of supplementary aides and
services cannot be achieved satisfactorily.
4. Due Process: Prior to the evaluation and placement process, schools are
mandated to inform parents of their due process rights. Evaluation
conferences and placement procedures must also be conducted in strict
accordance with State and Federal regulations.

For fifteen years, the mandates set forth in Public Law 94-142 served as the
guidelines for parents, teachers and administrators in their efforts to successfully educate
handicapped children in our country. The underlying goal continued to be to provide an
effective individualized education for every child as educators attempted to help each
student to reach their potential.
As the underlying goal remained consistent, so did the outward struggle in individual
schools and classrooms. The balance of meeting individual needs and providing an equal,
effective education to all students remained difficult. Yet it appeared that, at least in theory,
the shift toward a more equal and integrated educational system was gaining momentum.
The Federal and State governments remained supportive in the educational endeavors which
continued to be refined and clarified.

Further Legislation

In September of 1990, Public Law 94-142 expired and in the following October was
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amended and replaced by Public Law 101-476. Renamed the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA), the new law expanded upon and clarified the provisions set forth in
Public Law 94-142. The term "handicapped" was replaced with "disabled" throughout the
document. The broad areas that were affected by the amendments are summarized below: 14
1) Identification of students with disabilities. A greater emphasis was placed on

the identification of minorities with disabilities and certain categories and
definitions of disabilities were clarified to insure more appropriate service
prov1s10n.
2) Personnel recruitment and training. Teachers in special education were
required to obtain the appropriate certification and to be offered ongoing
training in order to remain current with the ever changing technology and
curriculum programs in education.
3) Early intervention. An increased emphasis was placed on the early
identification of children with disabilities and children at risk. Funds were
allocated to provide appropriate early intervention services.
4) Transition services. Schools were now required to assist the disabled student
in the transition from school to the work world. Monies were allocated for
the implementation of specific transition programs and services.

IDEA was authorized for five years and continues to be reviewed and amended even
as this paper is being written. It seems clear that the underlying ideals and philosophies
which are evident in this legislation still reflect the goals and aspirations that motivated the
original change in attitude toward and programming for the disabled early in this century.
The stance of educators still reflects the desire to offer every child an appropriate education
in the least restrictive environment.

14

Education of the Handicapped, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
Public Law 101-476, Capital Publications, Inc. 27 February 1991.
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In Illinois
Organized programming and services for special education in Illinois began in the
early 1940's.

As Director of the Division of Special Education in the Office of the

Superintendent of Public Instruction in Illinois, Ray Graham spoke and acted as an advocate
for handicapped students. It was this influential man, often called "The Father of Special
Education in Illinois," who was responsible for the initial planning and implementation of
services for handicapped children in this state. 15 Mr. Graham believed that every child had
the right to be educated to his fullest potential.
It was on the foundation of this belief that services were first put into place in the
Illinois schools. Although permissive laws had played a part in the state's educational system
since the 1800's, the first mandated provision came in 1965. The law reflected Ray Graham's
desire to educate every child to the greatest extent possible. The four general requirements
of House Bill 1407 are summarized below: 16

1) All school districts provide special education for handicapped children
residing in their district after July 1, 1969.
2) High school districts be financially responsible for the education of
handicapped children in their district after July 1, 1966.
3) Monies for training and fellowship programs be made available to assure the

development of trained personnel in the field.
4) Two materials centers, one for visually handicapped persons and one for
special education in general, be established.

15

Illinois State Board of Education, Special Education in Illinois: Reviewing the
Past, Sharing the Future 1969-70 to 1989-90 (Springfield: Authority of the State of
Illinois, 1990), 2.
16
1bid., 4.
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Illinois seems to have taken the opportunity to initiate special education
programming and to respond appropriately to federal legislation regarding special education
by establishing state laws and policies supportive of an in compliance with the federal
legislation. Following the passage of Public Law 94-142 in 1975, the Illinois State Board
of Education adopted a policy on special education reflecting its support and endorsement
of the federal law. The state's agreement with and commitment to the mandates set forth are
evidenced in the nine statements of endorsement adopted in 1978:

1) A free, appropriate public education for every child in Illinois.
2) Education to be provided by the schools at no cost to the parent.
3) Education to be provided in the least restrictive environment.
4) Guarantee of procedural safeguards, i.e., confidentiality of records and the
right to fair testing.
5) An Individualized Education Program for every identified handicapped child.
6) A comprehensive personnel preparation program.
7) Supervision of all programs offered in the state by the State Education Agency.
8) Rights and guarantees shall apply to children in private or State agency schools
as well as public schools.
9) Initiation and continuation of intense search for handicapped children.

With the passage of IDEA, Illinois has been quick to support and initiate the required
programming and services and to pass the needed information along to educators and parents.
Although the reality of implementation of the appropriate educational program for every

16
student is difficult, it would appear that, as a state, Illinois continues to strive to provide this
for each child in the least restrictive environment.

As Gail Lieberman, Assistant

Superintendent in the Department of Special Education in 1990 stated, "We are currently fine
tuning the delivery of services in special education." 17 Ms. Lieberman's attitude reflects her
awareness of deficits along with a determination to continue to strive for the best for each
student in the educational system. The goal of educating every individual to the fullest
potential remains an underlying motivation for education in Illinois.

In Chicago
The Chicago Public School system and its history is comprehensive and complex.
As the state's largest school district, the problems and challenges faced by the administration,
the staff, and the parents are unique. This is true in the area of special education as well.
As the state attempted to remain one step ahead of reform so did its largest school
system. Categorization of disabilities, special services and programs geared at the special
education population began to become a part of the educational structure.
With the passage of Public Law 94-142 came a surge of parental involvement in the
Chicago area. The cry for appropriate education for children with disabilities was voiced by
educational reformers as well as parents. During the early 1970's, as the ground work for
Public Law 94-142 was being laid, parent groups were organizing in Illinois and in the
Chicago area. It was through the efforts of these parents that much of the educational change
and reform that was to take place began. Parents joined together in lobbying in Springfield

17

1bid., 28.
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for their childrens' rights. They wrote letters and made phone calls in order to get their
message across. They wanted their children to receive the equal and appropriate education
that they were entitled to.
In an effort to provide services that they believed were unavailable to their children

in the public schools many parents of more severely disabled students took the opportunity
to begin private schools. Funded and supervised by the State Board of Education, these
schools were designed to function under the premise of providing appropriate, individualized
education for special education students.
Although this was not the only outcome of parental involvement and advocacy, it is
most important to the review which follows. Loyola University Day School was opened
during this era with the support of active parents and educators. As we explore this
institution from beginning to closure, the author hopes to clarify further the evolution of
education for the disabled in the Chicago area as well as this school's ability to respond
appropriately to constantly changing public, parental, and educational demands.

Today
As education has evolved, reform has influenced educators and affected change, at
least in underlying philosophy, that reflects the desire to educate all children to their fullest
potential in the least restrictive environment. "The belief is strongly held by many that all
students, disabled and non-disabled, are more alike than different and that the experiences

18
children show in the classroom are very important to all." 18
Within this philosophy educators and special educators strive to create and implement
a continuum of services capable of accommodating students with a variety of disabilities.
Today these services range from support services offered in regular classroom settings to
special, self-contained classrooms in the public school to more restrictive, smaller classroom
settings in residential treatment centers - with a variety of services and educational
opportunities in between. Every special education student is entitled to an Individualized
Education Plan specifically designed to meet his or her needs and to enable him or her to
participate successfully in the educational environment.

Teachers are trained more

specifically in how to adapt and accommodate for the variety of students which they will
encounter.
With all the advancement and growth within the system, there remains a unique
population of students for whom the appropriate, integrated educational opportunity seems
elusive. Children with severe emotional disturbances have historically presented a troubling
concern for educators. It is this population which, from its beginning, Loyola University Day
School has attempted to educate and serve.

Serious Emotional Disturbance
Although conditions labeled insanity and madness have long been recognized and
have presented a grave concern to humanity, these disabilities and their accompanying

18

James E. Ysseldyke, Bob Algozzine, Special Education, A Practical Approach
for Teachers (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1975), 34.
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behaviors were considered adult ailments. In early literature, there are few and brief
descriptions of children exhibiting serious emotional problems. 19

It was not until the early 1900's that the term emotional disturbance began to appear
in studies related to children. Even then, the understanding and attempts at explaining such
behavior was varied and vague. Treatment was even more difficult as was the ability to
distinguish between the emotionally disturbed and the mentally retarded.
Along with the lack of appropriate diagnoses or understanding of the disturbances,
which would come to be labeled as childhood schizophrenia and infantile autism, was the
bizarre and socially inappropriate behavior exhibited by these individuals. Unable to be
controlled enough to participate in an educational setting, these children became the primary
responsibility of physicians. The more seriously affected were institutionalized in settings
designed for mentally retarded students.
It was not until the 1960's that education began to assume responsibility for seriously
emotionally disturbed students. With the passing of Public Law 88-164, the Comprehensive
Community Mental Health Act (1963) and the move to develop more community based
services, came strong interest in returning these children, previously institutionalized, to the
community. 20
As these students became a more integrated part of the educational system, federal
guidelines were established to more closely define "serious emotional disturbance." The
definition is summarized as follows: 21 The term means a condition exhibiting one or more

1

9winzer, 339.
1bid., 344.
21
Ysseldyke and Algozzine, 345.

20

20
of the following characteristics over a long period of time and to a marked degree that
adversely affects a child's educational performance.

a. an inability to learn which cannot be explained by intellectual, sensory or health
factors
b. an inability to build or maintain satisfactory interpersonal relationships with peers
and teachers
c. inappropriate types of behavior or feelings under normal circumstances
d. a general pervasive mood of unhappiness or depression
e. a tendency to develop physical symptoms or fears associated with personal or
school problems

The term includes schizophrenia. The term does not apply to children who are
socially maladjusted, unless it is determined that they have a serious emotional disturbance.
This definition stands with little change in wording since its adoption as part of the rules and
regulations for P.L. 94-142. It was originally suggested by Bower in 1969. 22
By being included in this category, these children are entitled to special education
services within today's educational system. How and where these services are provided
varies with each individual child. Most difficult to address is the area defined previously in
the characteristics section [b.] - the building and maintaining of relationships. Because these
children have difficulty reading and responding to social cues and because they often lack
necessary communication skills, building and maintaining relationships is often difficult if
not impossible. This can lead to negative and detrimental forms of interacting. Until the

22

James M. Kauffman and Daniel P. Hallahan, ed., Handbook of Special
Education (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1981 ), 166.
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child develops the ability to successfully establish and maintain a positive relationship with
his/her teachers and peers, it is difficult for that child to learn and progress in other areas.
Hence the education models designed for seriously emotionally disturbed children
have come to include instruction in more than just cognitive/academic areas. Interpersonal
and communication skills are a crucial part of the curriculum in effective programming for
these students. The therapeutic Day School is one offering on the continuum of special
education services. These schools strive to combine skilled instmction and intervention in
all developmental areas in an attempt to prepare students for the larger, less restrictive
classroom and eventually for society and "the new world."
By explaining the life of Loyola University Day School across twenty-three years, the
researcher will attempt to present how one therapeutic day school responded to the needs of
these unique students and to the governmental, community, and parental concerns and
demands regarding appropriate, effective education.

CHAPTER2
THE BIRTH OF LOYOLA UNIVERSITY DAY SCHOOL

The Guidance Center
The story of Loyola University Day School begins with the Loyola Center for Child
Guidance and Psychological Service. The center opened in 1941 under the direction of
Father Charles I. Doyle. Operating under the umbrella of the Loyola University Psychology
Department, the center was initially located on the Water Tower Campus of the University
at 25 N. Franklin Street in Chicago.
From the onset, the mission of those founding the Child Guidance Center was twofold: 1) to provide service to children with learning difficulties and their families and 2) to
provide an appropriate, hands-on learning experience for graduate students in clinical
psychology. 23
The center worked cooperatively with the Chicago Public Schools in providing
services for children diagnosed with mild to moderate learning disabilities. Assistance
available to these children and their families included extensive diagnostic evaluations,
consultation and planning regarding school difficulties and individual and family counseling.
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The diagnostic evaluation included more than a mere battery of tests. Each client and
family were involved in an interview process which sought to develop an understanding of
the whole child and his/her functioning in the home and at school. Input was gathered from
other family members and the school. Cognitive and academic tests were administered.
From this information a plan was formulated, with the family, with the intent of encouraging
home and school to work together in meeting the child's educational needs.
In addition to evaluation and consultation, The Guidance Center also offered
individual and family counseling with the goal of resolving family crisis and ongoing
problems related to the child with learning difficulties. Although the child's disability was
most often considered mild to moderate in severity, the learning and relating styles of these
children created tension and disturbance at home and at school. Through counseling, the
child and the family were offered an understanding of the situation and coping techniques.
The graduate students who were accepted by the Guidance Center were involved in
all aspects of the services offered. Hence they experienced, first hand, the administration
of diagnostic tests, interviews with clients and their families and consultation with other
professionals. They were supervised and guided in their training by a team of clinical
psychologists. 24
By working closely with the graduate students in this manner, the Guidance Center
was able to successfully meet the two-fold goal of service and training.
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Father Charles I. Doyle
Father Doyle pursued his dream of creating a place such as the Guidance Center with
great determination. Commemorating the 50th anniversary of the Guidance Center, Father
Doyle was described as a man "committed to people and to God." 25 "Every human being,
he said, no matter what age or background, needs recognition, achievement, response,
guidance and security." 26

Father Doyle's commitment to this belief motivated him in his

pursuit and initiation of the Guidance Center. He was intent on providing quality service to
children with special learning needs and effective, quality training to students in psychology.
He worked toward this end by establishing testing, tutoring, counseling and guidance for
children and their parents. Under his leadership, and the leadership of those administrators
who would follow him, the center grew into a unique service agency for many Chicago
families. Had Father Doyle not maintained his persistence in creating and "growing up" the
Loyola University Child Guidance Center, during those early years, it is most likely that there
would not be a story to tell regarding the Loyola University Day School.
The center was eventually renamed in honor of its founder and until its closure in
1993 was known as the Charles I. Doyle, S.J. Center of the Loyola University Chicago. In
its fifty plus years, the Guidance Center provided service for more than 10,000 children and
their families and provided quality training to hundreds of graduate students. As it grew and
expanded the extent and quality of its services, the center would also become the home for
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the beginning of a therapeutic day school.
New Leadership, Renewed and Enhanced Mission
The Guidance Center grew and evolved through the years. Gradually the emphasis
gravitated toward the diagnostic service, until after nearly 25 years, this was the primary
focus of the center. This function of the center had come to resemble the Bureau of Child
Study Agency which served the public schools. In essence, the Guidance Center had become
the Bureau of Child Study for the parochial schools. Assessments completed at the clinic
included mostly cognitive testing with minimal attention to personality or behavior patterns
in the child. Suggestions for teachers and parents centered around appropriate academic
tasks and parenting education.
After several years, Father Doyle retired. A new director, Dr. Tom Kennedy, was
appointed. Dr. Kennedy worked with Dr. Ron Walker in supervising the center. In addition
to his duties at the Guidance Center, Dr. Kennedy was also in charge of the Student
Counseling Center. Under the guidance of his administration the center became a state
funded grant-in-aid program under the Community Mental Health Act. As an agency
functioning in this capacity, the Guidance Center was expected to expand its training and
enhance its treatment focus. Although thorough and accurate, the extent of the diagnostic
process was insufficient in meeting the criterion set by the Department of Mental Health
(DMH). The Guidance Center program needed to become more treatment oriented with a
more specific focus on intervention to satisfy the DMH requirements and to more effectively
serve its clients.
The transition would take much time and effort on the part of everyone involved in
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the Guidance Center - particularly the administration. Dr. Kennedy was determined to invest
more time in the Student Counseling Center. Aware that he could not effectively direct both
programs, he opted to bring a new team to oversee the day-to-day operations of the Guidance
Center and to plan and implement the desired changes in training and treatment.
Dr. Pat Barger had attended Northwestern University with Dr. Walker. Upon
receiving her credentials as a clinical psychologist, Dr. Barger took a position at Children's
Memorial Hospital where she had completed her practicum and dissertation. She had been
in this position for five years when Dr. Walker recruited her, along with her colleague Marie
Brooker, to the Guidance Center team. Marie Brooker was a social worker at Children's
Memorial Hospital and had worked together with Dr. Barger during her time at the hospital.
Together these two women began to set in place a structure and format that would
help them to accomplish the mission they had been given by the Dean of the Graduate School
and Dr. Kennedy. That mission included two major goals according to Dr. Barger: 1) to
change the treatment focus to one that was more mental health oriented and 2) to change the
training face and enhance training efforts among psychology and social work trainees. 27

The Move North
In 1968, the Child Guidance Center was relocated from the Water Tower Campus to
the Lakeshore Campus of Loyola University Chicago. The program was at first housed in
Darnen Hall. Later it was moved to a three-flat building across campus at 1041 Loyola
A venue. It continued to operate as part of the psychology department, involved in both
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service and training.

The Cry for More
As the Guidance Center grew and expanded its services, the need for a broader array
of options became apparent. Many of the children that the center served required more than
consultation and weekly counseling. The children seeking assistance at the center were
demonstrating more severe learning and behavior difficulties and seemed to need extended
services throughout their lives. In many cases, the schools were expressing concern over
their ability to accommodate these children in the classroom.
At the same time, the government was attempting to set in place laws which would
pave the way for mandatory education for all children regardless of any handicapping
condition. Laws were being established in an effort to ensure that schools would be held
accountable for implementing educational programs appropriate for each student. Many
children who had previously been excluded from public schools were now entering the
educational setting. In an effort to assist these children in their adjustment to the public
school classroom, many were referred to the Guidance Center and to like agencies.
Parents, many of whom had fought to support the new laws governing education,
were seeking appropriate school settings for their children with disabilities. For many, this
would finally mean an opportunity for their child to attend school. As Nancy Buckler states,
"They just wanted a chance for their child to go to school without being called to, 'come and
get him'. "28
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Parents were seeking more. The government was preparing to mandate more. The clients
at the center were demonstrating the immediate need for something more. It was clear that
many of the children receiving services at the center needed additional intervention to further
their growth and development. It seemed equally clear that, despite the need, an appropriate
setting was not available in which these services could be rendered.
At the same time, current director, Dr. Pat Barger carried a desire to do more, to add
to the services that the children were currently receiving at the Guidance Center. During her
time at Children's Memorial Hospital, both she and Marie Brooker had the opportunity to
assess and work closely with many children diagnosed with Early Infantile Autism. Parents
from all around the state came to Children's Memorial Hospital to have their children seen
by the specialists in the hospital.
Dr. Barger and Marie Brooker were known for their effective work with these
children and their families. When they moved to the Guidance Center at Loyola, they
continued to receive referrals from Children's Memorial Hospital and from Michael Reese
Hospital - another agency providing extensive evaluation for children. Soon Dr. Barger was
seeing a group of five autistic children and meeting with their parents in a support group at
the Guidance Center. As these children turned school age, they were evaluated by the
Bureau of Child Study for the Chicago Public Schools. They were among the children not
accepted into the Public School System. As an administrator, Dr. Barger was becoming
increasingly concerned over the issue of how to provide an appropriate educational setting
for the children involved in treatment at the center.

29

The Response
All of these concerns eventually culminated in the development of the Loyola
University Day School. Dr. Barger and the staff began to consider the idea of having their
school for "their kids." But how? The state was not yet approving such programs through
the education department. The Department of Children and Family Services would license
such a facility but only with adherence to the strictest of criteria. Then, Marie Brooker
discovered a loophole ... "if the demonstration center was associated with a school of higher
learning, it did not have to meet the DCFS standards. "29
The door was open. Loyola University Chicago was a school of higher learning and
therefor able to be considered a site for a demonstration center. The university was willing
and able to support such a site as demonstrated by their financial input and support of staff
proposals.. With the enthusiastic support of the psychology department and the Guidance
Center, Dr. Barger and the center team, began the planning of the school.

The Teacher
In December of 1969, Nancy Buckler was called in to interview for the position of

head teacher. Nancy, born with a cleft palate, had worked her way through high school in
a boarding school for deaf children. Here she also received speech therapy in an attempt to
ameliorate her handicap in communication. During this time, she completed her high school
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education and gained a sincere compassion for children.
Upon graduation, Nancy joined a convent where she gradually found her niche in
childcare and education while first working in an orphanage, then an elementary school, and
finally settling at St. Joseph's Home for the Friendless in Chicago. At the age of 25, she was
fitted for an appliance which corrected the speech difficulty caused by her cleft palate. Over
her 23 year stay at St. Joseph's, Nancy completed her Masters in Education, taking courses
under Father Doyle at the Guidance Center. She became well known for her "loving but
firm" approach in managing children.
During her time at St. Joseph's, Nancy met John Shack, through a therapy group that
he was teaching at the Home. Concurrently, John Shack was working as an intern in
psychology at the Guidance Center. The two became friends and stayed in touch.
At the age of 40, Nancy decided that it was time for something new. On Labor Day
of 1969 she left the convent and resigned her position at St. Joseph's Home for the
Friendless. She contacted John Shack who in tum introduced her to Dr. Barger. At the time,
Dr. Barger was conducting interviews for the teaching position in the new school. Nancy
interviewed for the job and in December accepted the position of head teacher. She brought
to the program many years of experience working with and a deep compassion for severely
disturbed children. It is through Nancy's input that much of this account has been put in
writing. Nancy began the first day with the school and over 22 years, watched the program
evolve and grow. 30
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Planning
The months from December 1969 to March 1970 were dedicated to planning and
preparation for the opening of the Day School. The building was readied. Furniture and
equipment were purchased. Contact with local school districts and parents was established.
On March 1, 1970, the Loyola University Day School opened its doors to the students of
Chicago and the surrounding suburbs. The Charles I. Doyle Center now housed two service
options in the Guidance Center and the Day School. 31

In the Beginning

The Facility
The Day School was first housed in an old apartment building located just east of the
Guidance Center and only a short distance from Lake Michigan. The entrance was on the
west side of the building with a narrow sidewalk between the two buildings. The school
occupied the entire first floor of the building which consisted of two bedrooms, one
bathroom, a living room, dining room and kitchen. A narrow hallway (accommodating one
individual at a time) ran the length of the apartment between the kitchen on the south and the
living room on the north end of the building. The front room had several windows from one
side of the room to the other.
The children were placed in one of four classrooms. A classroom was set up in the
dining room, the living room and in each of the bedrooms. The kitchen functioned as a
lounge area for teachers and staff. As for a playground, the teachers and children utilized the
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neighborhood parks and the outside area between the two Doyle Center buildings. If not
exactly in line with a public school facility, the building served its purpose and the teachers
learned the true meaning of flexibility. 32

The Program
As noted earlier, the Day School began with four classrooms. The school was nongraded and children were grouped according to language ability and behavior as opposed to
age or specific grade level. The classrooms were labeled by color rather than room number
or grade. Each room was made up of six to eight children. The White Room, the Tangerine
Room, the Red Room, and the Blue Room all made up the Day School which initially served
approximately thirty children.
The underlying philosophy which guided the early formation of the program modeled
the mission statement of the Guidance Center and included the goals of both training and
service. The Guidance Center staff believed that they could further expand the quality and
variety of experience for graduate students in training at the center by assisting them in
participating in the planning and implementation of an effective program for children with
learning and behavior difficulties.
The graduate students were given the opportunity to work daily in a hands-on
experience with children in group and individual settings. Here they could improve their
insight and skills as therapists in a real life situation. 33 The milieu setting of the school
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enabled them to experience working with other professionals as well as the students.
Interacting with parents further broadened their counseling skills as the students observed
first hand the effects of a child with disabilities upon a family.
Guiding the day to day classroom activities was the underlying belief that these
children could learn if given the opportunity in the appropriate setting. Dr. Barger and the
staff held high expectations for the children in the Day School and believed that what they
needed in addition to appropriate instruction was nurturance and structure.
With these goals in mind, the daily program was initially planned to include as much
one-to-one instruction as possible. The children were closely supervised and learning
experiences often involved one teacher and one student. In addition, the curriculum was
tailored to meet the individual needs and learning style of the child. At this time there were
no clear guidelines from the state or from the sending schools. The staff was given the
message as Nancy recalls to "do the best you can ... keep them safe." 34 That is what they
did and more.

As the teachers learned to know the children, they came to know and

implement activities and management styles that would work best with each child.

The School Day
The school day began at 8:45a.m. and ran until 3:00p.m. The first year did not
include a summer school program. As the school was staffed mainly with university
graduate students, the yearly calendar was based on the university schedule.
Classroom activities varied according to the needs and abilities of the children and
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included experiences in every developmental area from academic, language, motor, self-help,
and socialization skills. Leaming became a continual event as these children, formerly
excluded from formal learning and group activities due to their behavior, worked to function
around peers and teachers.
Everyday school experiences were somewhat unique in the Day School. Without an
on-site playground, the children and staff explored the neighborhood parks, went for walks
and played on the walkway between the buildings. Lunchtime did not include a cafeteria
style hot lunch as in many public schools. Children brought their lunch from home and ate
together in their classrooms. Although many activities differed from the public school
classroom, others were very similar to the everyday life of a public school student. Most of
the children were transported to school by bus and everyone participated in group and
individual learning experiences in the classroom. 35

The Staff
The staffing of the Day School was structured in a manner different from other
schools. Because of the severity level of the children, the need for close supervision was
important. For this reason, the school utilized a unique method of staffing which met this
need and satisfied the learning needs of the university's psychology and social work students.
As a part of their training, each graduate student at the Guidance Center was required to
participate in the Day School program. Three students worked in shifts to cover three of the
four classrooms (i.e., one student would work from 9:00 to 11 :00, the next from 11 :00 to
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1:00, and the last from 1:00 to 3:00).
As head teacher, Nancy Buckler was in charge of the fourth classroom and was
available for consultation and assistance as necessary. Dr. Barger, now director of both
Doyle programs, was directly responsible for the ongoing supervision and training of the
graduate students with the assistance of several other clinical psychologists working with the
Guidance Center.
While the teaching staff consisted of one certified teacher and nine graduate students
in clinical psychology, the teacher assistant pool varied each semester. The psychology
department as a whole viewed the Day School as a valuable learning place and encouraged
the undergraduate students to take advantage of the opportunity to observe and to volunteer
in the classrooms. These volunteers served as assistants in the classrooms and enabled the
Day School to provide the much needed one-to-one instruction to the children in the
program.

In the beginning years, the school utilized the services of as many as 100

volunteers during the semester.
Support and Research
There were three aspects of the Day School program which could be best defined as
support services. One was the individual therapy provided through the Guidance Center.
Each child at the Day School received one-to-one therapy during the week with a clinical
psychologist and/or graduate student in the field assigned specifically to their case.

In addition, Chapter 1 services, which were just beginning to unfold in the Chicago
area, chose the Day School as a site in which to develop their program. This meant that the
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staff and children could benefit from the planning and implementing of any activities
designed within this program by the on-site Chapter 1 worker.
A third unique support service offered at the Day School was that of a medical
director. This role enhanced the perspective of the staff and provided a measure of safety for
the students. Dr. Margaret Pijan filled this position. Dr. Pijan had been a colleague of Dr.
Barger's at Children's Memorial Hospital. She joined the team, before the beginning of the
Day School Program, and was an effective team member. She shared their understanding
of the children at the center. As a pediatrician who had completed a fellowship in child
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psychiatry and then returned to school to complete a Masters in Leaming Disabilities, she
knew just about all there was to know. 37
A final aspect of the Day School program, which began that first year, involves the
research of clinical psychologist, John Shack. Dr. Shack was conducting research regarding
the use of behavior modification as a means of assisting an individual in gaining control over
his/her negative behaviors.

Several of the Day School children participated in the

experiments conducted by Dr. Shack in an effort to help diminish specific negative behaviors
and to express themselves in a more appropriate verbal manner. For the most part, this
activity took place outside of the classroom as a regular part of the child's educational
program. Occasionally, observation and consultation was conducted in the classroom in
order to assist the teacher in better understanding and responding to a particular child
behavior. 38
Each aspect of the Day School program was designed and fit together in an effort to
meet the diverse needs and abilities of the population. The original philosophy and program
formation reflected the commitment of the Guidance Center and Day School staff to the
program and the children.

The Children
The children came to the Day School from all around the Chicago area. Several lived
in the surrounding community while others came from as far away as Highland Park and
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Lake Forest. The youngest was three years old while the oldest was ten. Though most did
not come with official testing or diagnosis, their behavior represented various forms of
childhood disturbances.

These disturbances would eventually be identified as an

emotional/behavior disability and would be described more specifically as psychosis, autism,
childhood schizophrenia, or a developmental delay.
The one thing they all had in common was their inability to participate successfully
in a regular school program. Children that were referred to the Day School came with
descriptions like, "'can not be maintained in the classroom' and 'too upset to be in school'." 39
The level of disturbance in these children was considered severe, so much so that they were
very difficult to place and often described as "on the verge of hospitalization." 40
A Closer Look
When asked to talk about some of the individuals that made up those first classrooms
in the Day School, Nancy Buckler described them clearly. Many of the children, now adults,
still cross her path today.
There was "Sam," diagnosed as high-functioning autistic, who demonstrated some
of the behaviors related to autism. He needed things to "stay the same," from the page in the
book he would read over and over, to the white gloves that he wore on a daily basis. When
anxious or distraught, Sam would rock to calm himself.

He struggled with social

relationships and worked hard to communicate effectively. Throughout the first year, Sam's
skills grew. He learned to read and worked on beginning math activities and enjoyed
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drawing. Classroom goals for Sam included not only academics but social skills like reading
social cues and responding appropriately to teachers and classmates.
"John" came to the Day School at the age of eight. He traveled to Loyola by bus from
Cabrini Green. Although John was quite capable of learning academics he was not adept at
reading, writing, or arithmetic and his behaviors consistently interfered with his ability to
function in the classroom. "He was big, aggressive, and intimidating. "41 When angered or
upset he would attack the other children and the teachers.

Before he could improve

academically, John had to learn to control his behavior and to express his anger in a manner
which was not "as"threatening and more socially acceptable.

Described as behavior

disordered, John had many negative behaviors to overcome before he would be able to
successfully participate in a public school classroom.
Eight year-old "Sarah" had some "scary" behaviors. She was bigger than many of the
children and was described as autistic. Unable to talk, Sarah often expressed her desires and
feelings with screams and odd noises. She would grab at and attack others and sometimes
when frustrated, would rock or chew her own hand. The teachers worked to help Sarah
communicate through sign, to care for herself, and to interact more appropriately with
others. 42
Other children brought with them a variety of odd and often negative behaviors from
eating habits to temper tantrums to talking to inanimate objects. Each child was unique and
struggled with their own set of anxieties. Each child had different strengths and weaknesses.
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The Bigger Picture
Community Acceptance

The Day School began as a neighborhood school and served several neighborhood
children. It also provided education for children outside of the local community. These
children arrived in assorted vehicles including vans and yellow buses. They represented
varying ethnic backgrounds and struggled with their individual disabilities. How did the
surrounding community react to this new addition to their quiet lakeside neighborhood?
Nancy Buckler described the initial reaction as "laden with fear and criticism." 46 The
children were often loud, used inappropriate language and at times were difficult to manage.
The teachers were young and learning with the children, as to the best way to intervene,
instruct, and manage behavior. As psychologist in training, the trainee/teachers were skilled
in counseling and individual interaction. Managing group behavior often proved to be more
difficult.

Occasionally, management involved physical assistance or restraint. An

uninformed observer would interpret this incorrectly and the staff were at times confronted
with questions and/or accusations of child abuse.
Determined to open minds and gather support rather than criticism, Dr. Barger
visited neighbors and community members personally, answering questions and addressing
specific concerns. 47 Through time and with much perseverance, the transition of the Day
School into the neighborhood was successful. Before long, one community member rallied
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to support the school and initiated an annual summer picnic for the children sponsored by
the neighborhood. The attitude had shifted from fear and criticism to acceptance and
support.

University Support and Acceptance
Community support was encouraged and grew because of and along with the support
of the Loyola University. In the mission statement of the university, Loyola described itself
and its values as, "existing to preserve, extend, and transmit knowledge and to deepen
understanding of the human person ... freedom of inquiry, the pursuit of truth, care for
others, especially the young, the poor, and the sick. "48 To perform its educational mission,
Loyola stresses excellence in the complementary endeavors of teaching and research. The
university affirms its "longstanding commitment to urban life ... and works to solve its
problems ... in Chicago, the nation, and the world. "49
The commitment of the university to the new Day School program was viewed as an
action which exemplified Loyola's mission of compassion and excellence in teaching and
service. The psychology department supported the Day School's belief that these children
could learn given the appropriate environment and support. In addition, individuals in the
psychology department were convinced that the benefits of providing education and
counseling for these children would be two-fold. This support was evidenced by the
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department's willingness to provide volunteer workers and funding for the program.so One,
the children would be provided with a unique opportunity to learn and grow and two, the
university students involved in the classrooms were given the chance to improve their
counseling and intervention skills in a hands-on learning situation.
In addition, the university itself served as an "umbrella" for the program providing
consistent financial and moral support to the efforts of the young team as they ventured to
provide a previously non-existing service. Nancy Buckler often describes this support as
unique to the Day School program and expresses her belief that, " the university's
involvement is what enabled the program to begin and maintain quality service as a
therapeutic Day School.s 1

The Need/The Response - A Match
These were the beginnings of the Loyola University Day School. Evolving from the
Guidance Center, where needs of children and families were met individually, the Day
School began with the unique goal of serving children in a school setting in the same
individual manner.
The needs and demands of parents, community and education were clear. Somehow
a learning environment for all children must be provided - including the children who proved
more difficult to manage and teach. Many of these children required much time, patience
and individual intervention.

soDr. Pat Barger, interview by author, Tape recording, Chicago, Illinois, 4
September 1996.
s1Nancy Buckler, interview by author, Tape recording, Chicago, Illinois, October
1995.
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The educational system needed assistance in creating and maintaining appropriate,
quality programs for children with special learning and behavioral needs. Parents were
concerned and determined that their children would be offered the same opportunity as every
other child in the neighborhood - that of attending school.
In March 1970, the leaders of the Charles I. Doyle Center and the Day School
embarked on a new mission. They would attempt to provide a therapeutic day school setting
where children unable to be maintained and educated in the public school, could attend and
learn in a safe, appropriate environment. They hoped to create a place of learning where the
needs defined by parents and educators regarding severely disabled children would be
answered and met in an effective manner.
The new mission was supported by both the university and the community. The
teaching staff, though still learning, quickly adapted. Nancy Buckler's theory was that, "we
did what it took - whatever worked," 52 in responding to each individual Day School student.
The Loyola University Day School had been established as a non-public therapeutic
Day School serving Chicago and surrounding suburbs.
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CHAPTER3
GROWTH AND ADAPTATION

The First Year: 1970-71
The first year was busy! With thirty children and minimal space, Nancy Buckler and
staff were constantly counting heads and attempting to "pass with care" in the tiny hallway
between classrooms. The staff learned to be quick and to stay one step ahead of the child
who was apt to sneak upstairs to make obscene phone calls from the offices. A careful eye
was also kept on the front windows which opened outward, inviting the curious to practice
their balance beam skills on the window ledge. Likewise, people learned to use plastic cups
as a precaution with the "glass breaker" and to move faster than the "biter" in attendance.
Gradually things came together and along with the everyday adaptations, evolved a
smoothly running program whose strong points of structure and nurturance soon emerged.
As children and teachers became more comfortable together, individual needs were
more easily identified. Specific goals could be set for each child and teachers established
objectives to work toward. Without the assistance of a speech pathologist or occupational
therapist, teachers and interns worked together to improve communication, socialization,
self-help and motor skills in each child. These areas, in addition to academics, played an
important role in the development and growth of each Day School student.
During the first year it became clear that the school was serving two distinct, yet
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equally needy, populations. There was the group of children resembling "John" (described
in Chapter 2) with the capacity to work at an appropriate academic level but seriously lacking
in social and communication skills. These children came bearing the label "Behavior
Disordered." For these students it was vitally important to somehow learn to control their
behavior and to communicate their needs, desires and feelings in a socially acceptable
manner.
The second group of children was made up of individuals with needs and behaviors
more similar to "Sarah's." Being limited in communication skills and delayed in every area
of development, these students were diagnosed as "Autistic" or "Developmentally Delayed."
Among this group were four boys who had sustained disabilities due to rubella. While
sharing similar developmental needs and delays, these children also struggled with physical
disabilities including deafness and heart defects. The staff attempted to provide learning
activities wherein these children could improve their ability to care for themselves and to
communicate in a manner that was more understandable to those around them.
Time would prove this distinction in populations to be a constant in the make up of
the Day School. Whatever the diagnosis and however severe the behavior, the philosophy
demonstrated by Dr. Barger, Nancy Buckler and the staff at the center remained the same These children could learn and grow given the right environment and support. With this in
mind, the first year proceeded under the direction of a qualified team anxious to provide an
appropriate learning place and unafraid of the severest behavior.
The first year ended with a celebration that would become a unique annual tradition
in the school - "graduation." By May 1971, there had emerged a clearer picture of what
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Loyola University Day School was all about. The mission of providing quality service and
training had been established. 53

The 70's
Growth and Stabilization
As the school grew and evolved, over the first decade, there emerged some unique
qualities that seemed to remain consistent. These entities blended together as integral parts
of the program and helped to establish the character and personality of the Day School.
The underlying philosophy of encouragement, support and high expectations
continued to drive the program. Children were viewed as individuals and teachers grew in
their knowledge of the child and themselves.
The Day School was unique in its beginning and day-to-day operation in that it was
established as a demonstration school functioning under the umbrella of Loyola University
Chicago and in conjunction with the Child Guidance Center. This arrangement lent financial
and moral support to the program that most other "like" schools did not experience. As
Master Teacher and eventually principal, Nancy Buckler was convinced that this "unique
setting was extremely vital in the establishment and maintenance of a quality program. "54 As
time evolved, throughout this decade, the university continued to offer support and to provide
an advantageous learning environment for the children and students in training at the Day
School.
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A second characteristic unique to the Day School was the manner in which it was
staffed, involving trainees and volunteers from the university. Because of its access to such
a large population of individuals willing and able to work with and learn from the children
at the school, the program was able to offer consistent one-to-one teaching. This was a
luxury not available in most school settings. As the university support continued and grew,
students involved in psychology, social work, and education remained an essential part of
the Day School staffing pattern. The children attending the school benefitted from the
teaching of a young, enthusiastic staff who offered perspectives from a variety of disciplines.
Most effective was the continued individual teaching so necessary to each child.
Time would prove the crucial need for such close teacher/child intervention as it
became clear that another unique factor of the school was its population. As a program
started for children who were not able to be served in the public system, the Day School
continued to attract and provide service for this population defined as "severe." Although
not alone in serving children with emotional and behavioral disabilities, Loyola evolved over
the decade as the center for the most difficult cases. The Chicago Board of Education came
to the conclusion that Loyola could and would accept even the most severe children. They
expressed confidence in the program's ability to serve the needs of these students by
consistently referring them and paving the way for them to attend the Day School.
As the staff grew in its knowledge and understanding of the children attending the
school there evolved a consistent manner of teaching and intervening with the students. Both
Dr. Barger and Nancy Buckler emphasized the need for consistent structure along with
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nurturance. 55 The routine structure provided concrete limits enabling the child to gain
internal control.

The nurturance and encouragement, along with high expectations,

motivated each student as they worked and progressed at an appropriate individual level and
pace.
The unique beginning as a school functioning within a school of higher learning
coupled with a different style of staffing worked together to create a program with some
peculiar characteristics and a personality all its own. By adapting and flexing to effectively
serve children with intense needs and severe delays, the Day School staff became
comfortable and experienced in providing a quality educational program to children with
severe disabilities. 56

The Constant Qualities
As the decade progressed and the Day School program became more established, it
became clear that certain factors would remain constant - at least through the first ten years.
The qualities which over time proved unique to the program remained a vital, stable
part throughout the 1970's. The university continued to offer enthusiastic support to the
program as a whole including both the Guidance Center and The Day School. In turn, the
staffing pattern remained consistent with supervision and leadership provided by Nancy
Buckler as Master Teacher and Dr. Barger and associates at the Guidance Center. Although
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the children grew older and faces changed as some graduated and new students were referred,
the level of functioning and behavioral and learning needs remained constant.

The School Day
The school day continued to begin at 8:45a.m. and ended at 3:00p.m. Leaming
experiences remained focused on individual needs and functioning levels. The daily, weekly,
and yearly schedules evolved and remained consistent over time providing stability and
predictability for students, parents, and teachers.

Support Services
The one-to-one counseling, medical support, Chapter 1 services, and research and
instruction by Dr. Shack all continued throughout the first decade of the schools operation.
As each individual involved in teaching and intervention with the children grew in their
understanding and ability, their method of interacting grew and changed as well. As Nancy
Buckler states, "there was much fine tuning - not necessarily major change. "57 Philosophy
and motivation remained constant as methods of treatment and teaching were modified and
refined.

Parental Support and Involvement
The parents of the children, having shown initial enthusiasm and a willingness to
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work the provide an appropriate educational setting for their children, remained supportive
over the first few years. Many continued to attend group meetings provided through the
Guidance Center. Most remained involved in and concerned about their children's future and
their own ability to provide for the child's needs.

Growth and Change
While some qualities remained constant, except for refinement and improvement,
other factors of the evolving Day School program would undergo greater change in the
1970's. Nancy Buckler reflects that although change is never easy, "... it was more readily
accepted by those involved in the school due to the fact that the program 'belonged' to the
university. "58 Those involved could rest at ease that any financial needs incurred by change
could and would be met. Not having children involved directly in the school program (as
was the case in many schools started by parents) enabled the administration to think
objectively in planning and implementing changes.
There were, indeed, necessary changes both minor and major. All of which seemed
to "go more easily as staff continued to do what had to be done without panicking over the
consequences. "59

The Building
After operating for six years in the three-flat building on Loyola A venue, the Day
School program faced the prospect of having to relocate. Licensing criterion was becoming
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more specific and the building was no longer able to pass inspection by the city or state for
fire safety. In order to comply, the administration would need to install a sprinkler system.
The building could not handle such a renovation. It was decided that the program would be
relocated across the university campus in two new mobile units. This would be a temporary
move until a more suitable building became available.
While the staff and children waited for their new home, school continued to meet.
Not allowed by law to continue in the 1041 Loyola Avenue building, the school was
convened next door in the Guidance Center facility. During this time, approximately half
of the children attended school. Those in attendance included the children who were able
to get to school via a parent as bus service had been discontinued until the official re-opening
in the new location.
This temporary move brought with it some crowding and inconvenience as all four
classrooms came together in one large room in the Guidance Center. Both children and staff
survived with much patience and flexibility. As the days of waiting for the mobile units
turned into weeks, then months (six in all), everyone was anxious to be settled in a bigger,
more adequate setting.
At last the mobile units arrived, were set up, and ready for occupancy. The two
mobile units were attached and shared and entrance. Two washrooms were located in the
hallway that connected the buildings. Each unit contained several small classrooms and one
larger room. In general, the layout is described below.
With the new setting came another, not necessarily anticipated change.

The

distinction between the two populations became more clearly defined. Though the buildings
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remained the same, planning and teaching came to be more specific to each population. The
basic goals of improving communication and socialization skills remained ever present and
vital. Although objectives and teaching methods evolved from the same initial philosophical
stance, it was clear to anyone entering the building that there were two unique groups of
children.

Programmatic Changes
In 1975, Public Law 94-142 - The Education for All Handicapped Children Act was
passed. This act set into place specific legislation regarding the provision of education for
children with disabilities. As was reviewed in chapter one of this paper, the law set out
certain expectations for identifying and properly assessing these children and designing and
implementing individual education plans to appropriately meet their learning needs.
To some extent this affected the functioning of the Day School. Having begun with
the intent of providing one-to-one intervention and of serving the most "difficult to teach"
population, the curriculum had naturally evolved into a program of intense, individualized
intervention. With this format in place it was much easier to transition to state and federal
requirements including the use of a formal Individual Education Plan.
As the law was implemented, the State Board of Education found itself more
responsible for monitoring the education of children with disabilities. They began to set in
place systems of accountability designed to regulate the assessment and curriculum utilized
in districts and schools throughout the state. This, in turn, would affect every non-public
therapeutic day school - including Loyola. Each school must meet state approval in order
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to continue to accept children from the public schools. Every child must be placed in the
least restrictive environment and offered the opportunity to attend school with non-disabled
peers to the extent possible and appropriate. For Loyola, and schools like it, this meant that
they continued to be referred children with the most severe needs and behaviors; children
who could not be satisfactorily served in the public schools.
The enactment of P.L. 94-142, according to Dr. Barger, "had a minimal effect on the
actual day-to-day functioning of the Loyola University Day School. "60 It motivated a further
"fine-tuning" process in the writing of IEP's, the annual reporting, and the daily classroom
curriculum. 61 All necessary refinements brought about effective improvement without a
great transition in procedures. The state and individual school districts seemed more
drastically affected as they attempted to meet the new criterion and appropriately assess and
place children. For a few years, Loyola continued to complete the assessment of the Day
School children through the Guidance Center. IEP's were put into place by the school staff.
Gradually, the school districts took over this role and children entered the program with a
diagnosis and an Individual Education Plan written by the sending school district.

A Longer Year/A Longer Stay

It was soon discovered by educators at all levels that children with severe delays and

~r. Pat Barger, interview by author, Tape recording, Chicago, Illinois, 4 September

1996.
61

Individual Education Program, Chicago Public Schools Department of Special
Education and Pupil Support Services, Special Education Form 91.

58
disabilities had difficulty retaining the skills they acquired during the school year, over the
summer months. Teachers in therapeutic Day Schools found themselves spending the first
few months of the school year attempting to re-teach skills previously taught. To ameliorate
this situation, the state set criterion that made it possible to require a student to attend for an
Extended School Year. The Day School began to operate year round as all of the children
attending were eligible for this Extended School Year. Summer school developed the focus
of practicing and reinforcing skills acquired during the regular year. The summer day was
shorter, ending at 1:OOp.m., yet it seemed to effectively meet the need of helping the children
to strengthen and retain learning and skills.
As noted earlier, the children attending the Day School continued to demonstrate
similar learning needs and overall disabilities. Each one came requiring individually
designed one-to-one instruction. As they grew older and the staff attempted to transition
each child at the age of ten, it became clear that this was not an easy age to transfer a child.
At this point, the decision was made to expand the age limit to twelve. At this age, the child
graduating into a new setting was more likely to transition into a junior high or middle school
oriented program62 .

This proved to be a smoother, more natural transition from all

perspective.

Growing Up and Moving On
As the children progressed and grew up, they gradually moved on to other school
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settings. Some moved into less restrictive classrooms in the public schools, some went to
private schools and others transitioned to residential settings where their overall needs could
be met more appropriately.
Nancy Buckler remembers "Sam" leaving after five years at the Day School. He
returned to his suburban district and attended junior high and high school. "John" entered
a second therapeutic day school. "Sarah" moved to a more restrictive placement in a
residential school. Names and faces changed, children grew and out-grew the Day School
setting. In general, however, the learning needs remained consistent over time. 63

An Increase in Community Support
Having struggled to gain community acceptance and support, the school and
Guidance Center watched that support grow over the years. The neighbors took greater
interest in the school and the children. A few of the children lived in the community and
their involvement and support of their parents helped to spark a wide neighborhood interest.
From the childrens' author who began arranging annual school picnics to the local precinct
officer who frequently provided candy for staff and children, the community began to rally
around the school in encouragement and support.
This was demonstrated most clearly early in the 70's when the Day School and
Guidance Center experienced three fires in one year. The third fire "wiped out" the entire
first floor of the Guidance Center affecting both programs. Help was offered community
wide and state official, Neil Hartigan himself came with a check and personal words of
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encouragement and hope that the school and center would remain open.
The valuable community support and acceptance continued and grew over the years
as the neighbors became comfortable with the schools existence among them. 64

A New Director
Through its first ten years, the Day School grew and adapted, attempting to
effectively meet the consistent, intense learning needs of the children. At the same time the
school experienced growth and change as it refined curriculum and teaching strategies to
maintain quality and meet the criterion and changing accountability standards of the local and
state educators.
Districts continued to refer children, parents acknowledged relief that their children
were receiving an appropriate education. Children were learning and progressing at their
individual capacity. These indicators seemed to demonstrate that the Day School was
evolving and succeeding in its efforts to provide an appropriate, effective learning
environment for children unable to be educated in the public setting.
Toward the end of 1976, Dr. Barger was called upon by the Department of Mental
Health to assist in the implementation of the new law 94-142. The DMH was concerned
about how it would effectively meet the criterion set forth in the law in the schools funded
by their department. The task of continuing the valuable mental health component while
implementing new educational demands was a difficult one. Dr. Barger took a leave of
absence from the Guidance Center and Day School to consult and assist in this project. Once
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involved, she realized that this was an important project and she was doing a good thing by
becoming involved at the legislative level. In January 1977, Dr. Barger resigned as director
of the Loyola University Guidance Center and Day School. 65

The following September, Dr. J. Clifford Kasper, Ph.D., was hired as executive
director for the Guidance Center and Day School. Having completed his doctorate at DePaul
University, Dr. Kasper had also worked on staff at Children's Memorial Hospital. His
experience in neuropsychology, psychological assessment, child and family therapy, and
clinical training served to prepare him for the job of directing this training and service
agency. 66

The 80's
More Growth ... More Demands ... More Change
Still the Same
As the Day School entered its second decade, it came with the same philosophy and
unique qualities with which it had begun in 1970. Still functioning under the umbrella of
the university, the Day School entered the 80's with the same staffing format. The school
continued to offer a quality educational program for some of the most severely disabled and
difficult children in the Chicagoland area. In the years to follow the school would experience
some major transitions - one which would drastically affect the unique foundation.
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The Constant Qualities
Among the never changing entities of the program was the school day. The annual
calendar and daily schedule and format remained consistent, providing stability for staff and
children.
As time would tell, the "temporary" mobile units became permanent and the children
and teachers came to function comfortably in this facility. Located near to buildings where
university students attended classes, the school and the children were more visible to
potential volunteers. The beautiful campus and nearby lake front made for great walking
trips while the open lot next to the buildings provided ample playground area for field days
and kickball.
The approach to teaching and intervention with children remained one grounded in
structure and nurturance. Children continued to be approached as individuals while they
worked together to learn to function in a group oriented society. As one newspaper article
quotes, "Education means learning about oneself while learning to help others. "67 The
curriculum continued to include academics along with socialization, independent
functioning, communication and motor skills.

The staff continued to include some

volunteers from the university campus.
The school remained small, including an average of 17 to 20 children each year. The
individual children still came with severe behaviors and learning needs. The two distinct
populations continued to grow - separate but equally in need of close teacher supervision and
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intervention.

Growth and Change
While some areas continued to evolve with the "fine-tuning" and minor modifications
expected of any quality program, others would experience a broader change. Nancy Buckler
notes that often change in the Day School programming in particular, "came by way of
responding to questions and/or theories presented by the individuals in training," 68 at the
school. She found it important to keep an open mind and attitude while maintaining the ever
crucial structure and nurturance so vital to the basic curriculum and basic teaching strategy.

Programming
As in the previous years, the daily planning and programmatic details continued to
be effected most by the criterion set by local and state educational boards. Guidelines for
daily operation, staffing, curriculum and transition planning became increasingly more
detailed. Individual Education Plans were monitored closely and reviewed annually. The
entire program was reviewed with an on-site visit from the state board on a yearly basis. 69
Parents, in turn, expressed increasing concern over how their child's IEP was being
implemented and if reasonable goals were being set and met in a timely fashion. These
factors together motivated the staff to develop more accurate ways of monitoring student
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deemed necessary and appropriate. 71

Parental, Community, Universal Support
As the Day School evolved through the years, it seemed to experience a waning of
support. The parents who had been such a meaningful part of the founding and stabilization
of the school moved on as their children grew up and transferred to other programs. The new
set of parents, while concerned over their children's education, did not possess the same
intense passion for the program. The parent groups dissolved into more individual parent
counseling as the needs and goals of the students in training evolved. "The cohesiveness
provided by the need to create and maintain a program ... " 72 was lost as the stability of the
program seemed to become a given.
The actual physical structure had relocated to a place more obvious to the university
community but further form the actual neighborhood. In addition, the neighborhood children
who had been attending moved on to other school settings, thus widening the gap between
school and community. Yet there remained a connection with the neighbors as the annual
picnics continued and were a much anticipated and joyful yearly event.

It was with growing concern that the university continued to support the involvement
of trainees and volunteers in the Day School as part of the Guidance Center training program.
Although ever supportive of and kind in relating to the children, there was an underlying
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concern over the value of the training experience for psychology and social work students.
Fewer and fewer volunteers chose to involve themselves in the program as other learning
experiences became available to them.
Support and acceptance were far from lost but it was evident that the enthusiasm and
concrete involvement of parents, community members and even university students and staff
was decreasing over time. 73

The Children - Still Growing
The children attending the Day School, in this decade, still resembled the kids who
had been a part of the program classrooms in 1970. Many of the behaviors and learning
needs and styles of these children were identical to those of former students. Socialization,
communication and the ability to function independently in society were still major goals.

In the meantime, the original students continued to grow and progress through life,
many still kept in touch with Nancy Buckler. Although she had lost track of John, Nancy
knew where Mary was and was informed by her parents of her progress over the years. Sam
communicates regularly with Nancy. He now lives in a group home and although he still
struggles with relationships, he continues to learn and progress. In the late 1980's, Sam
organized a class reunion attended by many of his classmates and some of the trainees who
had been a part of his life at the Day School. It seemed evident that the programs was
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had gone from an overwhelming number of students seeking the experience, to the Day
School and Guidance Center having to actively recruit volunteers. As a result, there were
fewer volunteers and a broadened array of disciplines ie., nursing, education, philosophy etc.
Concurrently, the trainees themselves were beginning to question the value of the
time they were spending in the Day School with such severely disabled children. Many of
the children were unable to participate appropriately in traditional therapy. This was a
frustration to students who had a desire to improve their skills as therapists. They did not see
participation in the therapeutic day school, in their role as teacher, as a place to grow as a
psychologist or social worker.
The students brought their concerns to the administration of the Guidance Center and
to the Dean of Students. The Concerns were felt deeplyby the interns and included the sense
of being "unprepared to be teachers" and a sense of "personal danger." 75 After much difficult
discussion a decision was made. Beginning in the fall of 1987, graduate students in
psychology and social work would no longer be employed as teachers/classroom
coordinators in the Day School. The school would be staffed with full-time teachers and
Master Teachers to be hired by now acting-principal, Nancy Buckler. The graduate students
would continue to see clients at the Guidance Center and to provide one-to-one therapy for
the Day School students.
For the Day School this meant a relatively drastic change in structure. The new
staffing pattern would require the hiring of a second Master Teacher and four classroom
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teachers. While this could lend stability to the program with less transitioning of staff
throughout the day, the current principal and master teacher were concerned that the school
would become isolated from the guidance Center and lose the advantage of operating from
a multi-disciplinary approach. Dr. Barger, now retired and living in another state, warned
Nancy, "removing the trainees from the Day School is a serious, political error ... "76 She
too feared the isolation of the program from the Guidance Center and eventually the
university.
Despite these concerns, the change was adapted and the decade of the 1980's came
to a close with a still growing, still effective, yet in at least one way, a very different Loyola
University Day School. Determined to maintain quality and to respond appropriately to the
needs of those involved, including the students in training, the school under Nancy Buckler's
leadership would forge ahead into the new year.

1989 - 1991
A New Look
Some Things Never Change
Despite the major change in structure, the underlying qualities and features that had
molded the Day School from the beginning remained the same. The philosophical stance
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The daily program had stabilized with a solid method of delivery and documentation
of intervention and progress. Parents were becoming a more integral part of their child's
learning via bi-weekly communication with the classroom teacher. The format of the school
day remained consistent and still greatly resembled that of the beginning years. Individual
Education Plans, while specifically aimed at meeting individual needs, began to state more
objectives geared toward preparing the child for the future.

Independent living and

vocational skills were beginning to be integrated into the program.
Although somewhat tenuous, the Day School continued to function under the
umbrella of and with the support of the university. Students involved in training for
psychology and social work at the Guidance Center continued to see Day School children as
clients. The principal and Master Teachers represented the school in Guidance Center
planning. 77

The Children
Through the years the child population remained constant, in regard to diagnosis and
behavior. The Day School continued to serve as an educational setting for some of the most
severe children in the public school system. "Nowhere to go ... send him to Nancy's
school," 78 had become a phrase Nancy Buckler was familiar with. It was rare that a child was
turned down by the Loyola Day School program. The learning deficits and behavioral needs
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that kept children from participating in a regular school setting remained the same as the
years passed.
There was "Mike," a charming seven year old with a violent temper and a knack for
setting fires. Smarter than the average child his age, Mike was unable to control his
explosive behavior enough to stay in a regular school - even in a self-contained classroom.
He spent much time learning to act appropriately in a group and classroom setting and to
communicate in an acceptable, less profane manner.
"Annie" was a slim, quiet child who spoke softly and had a very difficult time
learning new things. When she chose to talk, her conversation was often disjointed and she
seemed to be in another world much of the time. Even with one-to-one teaching it was
difficult to keep her focused. Frightened of any new face, she would attempt to retreat under
a desk or burst into tears. Although seven years old, she knew no letters or numbers and did
not respond to her name.
"Tom" was diagnosed autistic and, at seven, had been through several tutors and
quality special education programs in his suburban district. He did not use words to
communicate and would often attempt to completely undress himself when anxious or angry.
Being with others or sitting at a desk were not favorite activities for Tom. He, too, spent
much time practicing appropriate classroom and self-help skills.
The staff definitely had their work cut out for them, as had been the case historically.
Yet as time and year end evaluations would prove, these children could and would make
progress.

73
A New Structure
Over the years, the Day School had developed a multi-disciplinary perspective and
method of planning and intervening with the children. This process had occurred naturally
given the mix of background and experience that the teachers, trainers and supervising
therapists brought to the program.
The format was dismantled temporarily with the removal of the trainees from the
daily operation of the Day school. In an effort to continue what had proven a successful
approach, the staff chose to assemble a full-time teaching team which effectively represented
the disciplines of education, psychology and social work.
The team hired and set in place for that first year of restructuring included four fulltime classroom teachers, two master teachers and the principal. Each of the three disciplines
was represented among the individuals selected. All but one of the new team had worked
at the Day School as volunteer teacher aides and were familiar with the staff and children.
All possessed an enthusiasm and commitment to the education of children with difficult
behaviors and learning needs. After a brief in-service and team planning session, they were
off to a new year and a new era.

Calm and Stabilization
For two years, things ran relatively smooth. The new staffing format evolved into
stabilization. The trainees seemed more content in their clearer role of therapist. Volunteers,
though fewer in number, continued to participate in the classrooms. Parents remained
supportive. Children continued to progress, grow up and graduate. The end of year picnics
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and graduations continued to be times of reflection and celebration with both events well
attended by university and community members.

University Support - The Umbrella Expands

It appeared that university support was once again a more vital part of the program.
During the 1989-90 school year, the Guidance Center and Day School were informed that
the university would be providing the joint programs with a new building. The staff was
invited to take part in the planning of space and decoration of the new facility. The event
was an exciting one and everyone was anxious to become involved. Committees were
formed, plans were reviewed and reviewed again. 79 The 1990-91 year was one of preparation
for the upcoming transition. Even the children became a part of the action as they walked
often to view the site and to observe the building renovation in progress. They quickly
learned and memorized the address of their "new school" - 1052 Loyola A venue. Excitement
was in the air. As staffing had been the crucial concern and change for the past decade; a
new location would be the event of the 90's for the Loyola University Day School.
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high expectations had survived the move across campus. Although the functioning levels
of the children remained the most severe, they continued to be referred, to attend, and to
make progress in their individual goals.

A Bittersweet Semester
The staff was encouraged by the positive report and subsequent renewals of approval
by the state. The first year in the new building had gone well. Yet, as summer and
graduation approached there was an air of sadness.

In January, Nancy Buckler had

announced that she would retire in August, at the end of the school year. She had alluded
to this for the past few years. As she later explained, "somehow I just knew it was time to
go. "83 After twenty-two years, she was ready to move on. It would be yet another major
transition for the program.
Nancy Buckler was confident that the program would continue with consistency and
quality. She and the master teacher, who would be placed in her job had worked together for
seven years. They shared the same philosophy and passion for the children and the program.
"I knew it was in good hands and it was indeed time to go. "84
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Graduation in August was attended by many alumni from the Guidance Center and
the Day School, past parents and university faculty. All came to say their goodbyes to a
long-time teacher and role model to the children, parents, staff and trainees of both the Day
School and Guidance Center. The celebration was great! Anticipation of a new year under
different leadership for the first time since the beginning of the school was great as well.

1992 - 1993
The Ultimate Adaptation
Over the years the Loyola University Day School had proven itself able to respond
appropriately to changing needs and demands of the government, school boards, and the
children. The program had survived a major staff transition and two physical relocations.
This 1992-93 school year brought with it more change and opportunity for growth and
adaptation.

Different Principal/Same Program
As Nancy Buckler had anticipated, although she was missed, the basic trends of the
school program remained in tact. The underlying philosophy and structure had become nonnegotiable qualities of the Loyola Day School. In addition, the children continued to come
with the same severity level of needs and behaviors. The daily routine and annual format
remained the same and the teaching strategies, although ever adapting to the individual
child's needs, had stabilized and continued over the new year.
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Additional Services
It appeared that, over the years, the severity level of the children had continued and

the needs of some individuals had expanded to include those requiring the service of an
occupational therapist. As Chapter 1 services were still involved with the Day School by
providing adaptive physical education and other therapeutic activities, they became a
resource for this need as well. A part-time occupational therapist joined the Day School
team and met with children individually and in the classroom in an effort to meet these
unique needs.

The Children: Still There/Still Growing
While new children arrived and were integrated into the program, others consistently
worked toward and effectively met goals included in their Individual Education Programs.
Mike seemed more able to prove his cognitive abilities as he gained further control in his
classroom behavior. He still needed one-to-one assistance but he seemed to spend more time
focusing and working appropriately. Annie, as well, was learning to deal with new people
and, with grea(effort, was grasping the concept of letters, words and reading. Tom remained
clothed most of the time and could sit more appropriately with other children. With
assistance he could better make his needs known in a more appropriate manner. Still with
great needs, these children were showing progress and benefitting from the intense individual
intervention provided by the Day School.
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Evaluation/Planning and Growth
Throughout the year both the Guidance Center and the Day School were involved in
evaluation procedures from within and from outside agencies including the university. Plans
for prospective growth and expansion were being considered. The university had expressed
concern that the center as a whole become more involved in research and training in a more
advanced, "state of the art manner." There was a definite call for the Guidance Center to
work more closely with the other academic departments. In addition, the university was
questioning the ability of the Doyle Center/Day School to support itself financially. Each of
these concerns had been addressed in a series of meetings accompanied by extensive followup memos. 85
In an effort to respond appropriately to these new criterion, the Day School team
participated in the meetings and written responses of the Guidance Center and the university,
while pursuing the continuance of a quality educational program. 86
Along with concerns over the Doyle Center, the university was clearly questioning
the role of the Day School and its service in the changing mission of the university as a
whole. In a letter from the Vice-President for Academic Affairs, the center was informed,
"I am much less clear how the Day School contributes to our mission in education and
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research." 87 As the university was considering opening a day care facility, it was suggested
that the newly designed Day School space would be an appropriate location for such a
program. A program which in turn, could meet a vital need in the university community.
The staff waited for the discussion and decision process to conclude. Would this be
the last year for the Day School program? Would the center as a whole rally to answer the
concerns of the university vice-presidents?

May 1993
After what was described as "a long and difficult process,'' the University came to a
decision regarding the Loyola University Day School. In a letter addressed to the Day School
staff and parents, the decision is announced. "Specifically, because of the decision to
integrate Doyle activities more closely with the academic departments, the university has
decided to close the Day School and to establish a faculty committee to review the activities
of the Guidance Center with the objective of restructuring. "88
In response, the Day School staff began to prepare for the transition. Parents were
invited to a meeting where they were informed in person of the university's decision. Other
schools were contacted in an effort to place each child in the most appropriate educational
setting. Meanwhile, the day-to-day program continued through the end of the regular school
year and into the summer school session. Graduation ceremonies were planned, IEP's
reviewed and goals set for the new year, in a new place.
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Holmes, March 1993.

Loyola University, to Loyola Day School Staff and Parents, 1 June 1993, Letter in
the hand of Loyola Day School Staff, Loyola University Chicago, Chicago.
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Parents and staff were hard pressed to understand this decision.

Anxiety and

frustration levels were high. Yet, the staff maintained the belief that the children must
remain the focus. They must be served in the most appropriate, effective manner. Their year
must end on a successful note and the inevitable transition must be well planned and
smoothly implemented. 89 It was toward this end that the Day School and Guidance Center
staff would need to work with the cooperation of the university and the parents. It was time
for this era to come to a close and must occur with integrity and clear focus. Nancy Buckler,
still a very influential part of the program in her self-defined role as "grandmother,"
verbalized her reaction to the decision, "the closure was not related to the children or the
Day School as such but was motivated by the university's changing needs." She encouraged
the staff to work toward an amicable separation and to locate an appropriate new learning
environment for each child and family involved.
The Loyola University Day School did close in August of 1993. Graduation was, as
always, a celebration of child growth and progress. The school had successfully served
children with severe learning and behavioral needs for 23 years. This success was evidenced
not only by child progress but also by district, state, and parental support. The school could
close knowing that they had maintained quality and consistency in their efforts to provide an
effective learning environment for children not able to succeed in another school setting.
However, closure was not necessarily the end of the story. The unique needs of the
children attending Loyola University Day School would motivate the parents and staff to
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pursue yet another era in the effort to provide a meaningful learning environment for these
children, to whom they were committed.

CHAPTER FOUR
POST SCRIPT - A LOOK TOW ARD THE FUTURE

The Cry For Help
Difficult Child Needs
As the staff worked to secure a new school for each child in the Day School program,
they soon encountered a dilemma. Although the majority of the children diagnosed with
severe behavioral and emotional disabilities were difficult to place, there were other options,
and gradually almost all of them were accepted into another therapeutic Day School for the
coming year. The more developmentally delayed and autistic children, however, were not
as easy to place. None of the sending districts had programs suitable for these children.
Even among other schools like Loyola it seemed impossible to find a setting with appropriate
teacher/child supervision to provide an effective and safe learning environment. Out of the
16 children in attendance, seven were yet to find a new placement for the fall. The staff was
not sure how to proceed. There did not seem to be an appropriate place for these children
to go.

Parental Concerns
The parents, aware of the difficulty of placing their children in another school, were
very concerned over the impending closure of Loyola. Many wrote letters to the university
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administration expressing their "shock" and concern that as parents they were "never
consulted or asked for input". 90 The university staff did meet with the families and listened
to their concerns. They worked with staff and parents in an effort to arrive at a reasonable
means of assisting in the transition.

Parents campaigned for the university to leave the

school open; pleading for at least one more year to allow for ample time to place their
children in other programs. Many having advocated long and hard for their children to be
placed at Loyola Day School were distraught over the thought of beginning the search for
another school able to effectively intervene with their child.
While sharing their anger and concerns with the university, the parents
simultaneously began to approach the principal and staff with a request, "Why don't you open
a new school?" They were convinced that placing their children elsewhere would be
incredibly difficult, if not impossible.

The School District
Working in cooperation with the representatives from each school district, the
principal and staff continued to search for appropriate placement for each of the most
difficult students. Consistently, the response was the same. There was not a site available
in any of the districts to serve these children. At this point the social workers from two of
these districts began encouraging the staff to pursue the idea of continuing the school in a
new setting.
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The University
While listening patiently to parent and staff concerns and sympathetic to the
placement dilemma, the university itself could offer no solution. The decision to close the
Day School would stand. It would not be possible to continue even for another year.

The Response
The staff began to consider the suggestion offered by parents and the school district.
The thought of opening a school without the umbrella of the university was overwhelming
to the team. Although they functioned well as a teaching team in relating to the children,
parents and districts, they found themselves uncertain as to their abilities to begin and
maintain an independent school.
Yet the need to locate or establish an appropriate learning environment for these
remaining children was still very real. As the deadline for closure drew near, it became even
more apparent that something must be done.

The Plan
After much deliberation and consultation with the university, several long-time
businessmen, school personnel and former principal Nancy Buckler, the staff came to a
decision. As a team they would attempt to remain together and to establish a new Day
School built upon the philosophy and format of Loyola University Day School. They would
request two things of the university: 1) Would the university be willing to loan the school
"start-up" monies? and 2) Could the new school rent space from the university for the first
six months while they program located a building in the area? The school would be set up
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under the state guidelines and would operate under state approval, just as Loyola had.

The Go-Ahead
The university agreed to both requests and proved to be very supportive in the startup of the new program. Although all of the equipment in the current Day School would be
retained by the university, the new program would be allowed to utilize it while renting the
space from the university.
In the fall of 1993, the doors opened in the same location at 1052 Loyola Avenue.
Children returned to their old classrooms and desks. The building and physical surroundings
remained the same but the name of the school had changed. With the combined efforts of
parents and staff and with much support from the university, an independent school was born
- P.A.C.T.T. - Parents Allied with Children and Teachers for Tomorrow opened its doors.
Following in the footsteps of Loyola Day School the program would attempt to provide an
appropriate, effective learning environment for children who could not be served in the
public schools.

More to Do
Children were attending regularly. In fact more children were being referred. Parents
breathed a sigh of relief and offered continued support throughout that first year. There was
still much to do. The biggest project was that of locating a new building. In addition, new
equipment had to be purchased and everything would need to be moved in the middle of the
school year. Most importantly, the children needed the stability of an effective, structured
program. The team worked hard to maintain quality in the programming while facilitating
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a smooth transition to a new site.
The university was gracious in extending the time in the current facility through the
end of the regular school year. The program relocated in June and summer school 1994
opened in the new building at 7101 N. Greenview. The staff worked diligently to make the
new building "home." Many hours of cleaning and decorating occurred that summer.
Flexibility and calm became the watch words as the team worked to maintain a smooth and
progressive transition for children, parents and themselves.

The Venture Continues
The transition was complete. Loyola University Day School had served the children
of the Chicago area for 23 years. Upon its closure, a new venture was created still striving
to meet the same goal - that of providing quality, effective education to children who were
not able to participate in the public school program.
As PACTT continued to grow over the ensuing years, many of the same components
so unique and important to Loyola would remain the basis of this program. Some things
would change as well. Parental and governmental demands and involvement would be
consistent motivators toward adaptation and growth for the new school.
The staff, drawn together through the crisis of the move, were determined to maintain
the underlying philosophy of structure, nurturance and high expectations. Despite the
severity of the disability, each child possessed the ability to learn given the appropriate
environment. Every child was considered an individual with unique behaviors and learning
needs. Those beliefs would remain non-negotiable.
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Similarities
The Program
Although P ACTT was developing its own "personality" as a school, many of the
characteristics that made the Loyola Day School a success remained. The staff, while
maintaining appropriate educational certification required to meet state approval, continued
to include teachers, teacher aides, therapists and consultants from a variety of professional
backgrounds. This plan grew from the belief that a multi-disciplinary approach offered a
wider perspective and forced minds to remain open.

Educators, special educators,

psychologists, occupational and speech therapists worked side by side in designing and
implementing the daily program. 91
The school day remained in the same format that had been initiated with the origin
of Loyola Day School. The structure provided by this format still seemed appropriate in
meeting the educational needs of the children. Support services, including speech and
occupational therapy remained an integral part of the daily program.
The annual calendar changed somewhat to better match other public school calendars.
This adaptation was made in an effort to accommodate parents who had other children
attending public schools. It appeared less stressful for a family when the children's breaks
from school occurred at the same time.
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Parental/Community Support
The parents continued to be actively supportive of the new school. Many donated
items and money toward the "renovation" efforts in the new building. Their inspired passion
seemed to resemble that of the parents who had been so instrumental in the beginning of the
Loyola program. Eager to see their children progress, most became more involved in
communicating with the staff and visiting the classrooms.
The surrounding Rogers Park community watched with curiosity at first but then
gradually opened their arms to the newcomers. The children and staff were accepted as part
of the neighborhood with various individuals offering support and volunteer services.

The Children
Over the years, one of the most constant pieces of the Day School program remained
the children themselves. As the children moved on, the needs and behaviors that brought
them to the Day School seemed to be ever present in the new faces that came to the program.
Even in this decade of the 1990's children were still referred needing one-to-one intervention
with similar self-abusive and destructive behaviors and unique learning abilities and
limitations.
Mike had gone on to a less restrictive setting with the closing of Loyola. He
continued to call the staff and even came to visit on several occasions. Although still in need
of close teacher supervision, he was becoming more independent and able to control his
emotions and interactions with others
Annie stayed at P ACTT for three years before moving on to a similar therapeutic
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setting. She was reading and working closer to her age level academically and had improved
greatly in her ability to act and interact appropriately.
Tom remains at PACTT. In one more year he too will graduate and move on to
another school where he can benefit from close teacher intervention. Tom is reading, and
more importantly, he is more consistently able to express himself verbally in a socially
appropriate manner.
Following these three are several other children with like needs and behaviors. Each
one referred to P ACTT with specific IEP goals requiring one-to-one teacher intervention.

Differences
The Mission
Loyola University Day School worked toward a two-fold mission of service and
training. Although both components continued to be a part of the new program, the
individuals involved in "training" changed somewhat.
Soon after the Day School was closed at Loyola, the university decided to close the
Doyle Guidance Center as well. The students in training were placed in other programs.
This brought and end to the one-to-one counseling that had been provided through the center
as a means of training for the psychology and social work students.
The physical move placed the school approximately two miles from the university.
This made it difficult to recruit as many volunteer teacher aides. Some still chose to come
from Loyola while others came from different schools and agencies. Students pursuing
education and psychology careers began to seek the school program out as a means of

94
gaining experience in their field.
Over time, the mission of service and training continued while adapting to meet the
changing needs of the individuals involved in the program. 92

The Umbrella
Beyond the changing face of the joint mission was the greater difference brought
about by the absence of the university as an "umbrella" agency. For years, the Loyola
University Day School had operated as a part of a bigger, supportive entity. The university
had provided a sense of stability and security to the program as it functioned daily in
conjunction with the Guidance Center and the university itself.
As an independent school, supported only by the sending school districts, P ACTT
would experience what almost every other therapeutic day school had gone through. The art
of maintaining a quality program able to consistently meet and exceed state criterion on a
limited financial budget was a skill the staff and its newly appointed board would have to
learn. Should enrollment drop the budget would have to be adjusted accordingly.
There would be loss of moral support and encouragement as well. No longer a part
of the university community, the school would miss the many individuals who took the time
to visit the children and to provide occasional special events for them. This "people contact"
was the greatest loss. It would be softened somewhat by the acceptance and support of the
new neighbors and community.
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Despite these differences, the underlying characteristics that had worked together to
create in Loyola Day School a unique and effective program seemed to be in the new
program. PACTT had begun to establish its own place in the educational community.
Still serving children with unique learning needs, the program looks, today, to the
future and further growth and adaptation as it stretches to meet the needs presented by the
children, their families and the state board of education.

As the Future Unfolds
The voices of parents and state educators still convey the same message today as they
did before the origin of Loyola Day School. Parents want to know that their children can be
educated in an environment that can and will effectively meet their needs. they wish to plan
for and be involved in their children's education and preparation for the future. In addition,
they seem to be expressing the desire to better understand and relate to their children at home
and in the neighborhood.
Federal and State educators are demanding that every child be offered the opportunity
to participate in their community and that they be able to learn and grow in an educational
environment that is the least restrictive.
These concerns and demands are more easily met for some children than for others.
Planning for the future and providing integrated community activities for the children at
P ACTT is most difficult. In an effort to meet the needs of the whole child and to help
provide for children throughout their development and as they live among their neighbors,
the program has set forth goals toward which it will work in the upcoming months and years.
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Programmatic goals include expansion of the actual Day School program by
exploring avenues such as 1) early intervention, 2) mainstreaming, and 3) a group home to
provide more consistent structure and a respite time for families. 93
Family and community intervention goals involve 1) in-home work with parents offering support and guidance in relating to their child, 2) teaching and working with
professionals in other agencies in an effort to assist in integrating children into activities such
as after school and park district programs, and 3) parent support meetings where parents
would be provided with the opportunity to share ideas and struggles with others involved in
the same situation.
As the 1996-97 school year unfolds some of these goals have begun to become
reality. For the past year, PACTT has worked cooperatively with the local public school in
an effective mainstreaming program. Last year this involved two P ACTT children. This
year the school hopes to increase the number of children involved as well as the time spent
in the "regular classroom."
Research is underway regarding the establishment of a group home/respite center
that could effectively meet the needs of children and their families. The program would
work to help build the family as a functioning intact unit.
The first parent meeting was held recently and elicited a positive response from
parents. The staff continues to expand its work with various community agencies in an effort
to provide a liaison for families and their neighborhood park districts and social service
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organizations.

Full Circle
Change and growth come slowly and most often in response to a presenting need.
In this manner, the Loyola University Day School evolved and grew over the years, still
managing to maintain its original focus and philosophy. The current program strives to
remain focused on the child-centered philosophy that made Loyola University Day School
a progressive, quality program over its 23 years. The inspiration provided by the Day School
program lives on in the new program as evidenced by the constant growth and progress. The
tradition of "doing what has to be done" 94 to effectively meet the changing needs of children,
parents and government appears to have been well established. The spirit of the Loyola
University Day School thrives in the heart of those involved in the program now known as
P ACTT Learning Center.
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university staff, community agencies and boards of education.
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10/85 to 8/92

Master Teacher - Loyola University Chicago Day School (Charles
I. Doyle, S.J. Center) - Chicago, Illinois
Responsible for planning and implementing individual educational
programs for profoundly emotionally disturbed children. Role
involved training and supervising classroom teachers, graduate
trainees and volunteers. Also worked closely with multidisciplinary staff of the mental health center, university staff and the
community.

10/84 to 10/85

Director/Head Teacher - Laurie's Little Learners Preschool
Program - Sedona, Arizona
Developed a preschool program designed to meet individual child
objectives in all areas of development. Program was designed to
serve both handicapped and non-handicapped children in an
integrated, half-day setting.

8/81to6/83

Head Teacher - Early Childhood Special Education Classroom
Urbana School District - Urbana, Illinois
Assessed child abilities, planned and implemented activities and
curriculum aimed at meeting individual and classroom goals.

1/83 to 5/83

Co-Writer-Home Program for Developing Parent-Infant
Interactions - Developmental Services Center - Urbana, Illinois
Assisted in writing and editing a home program aimed at improving
parent-infant interactions among dyads with handicapped, at-risk
and non-handicapped infants.

8/81 to 12/82

Supervising Teacher of Graduate Student Interns - Early
Childhood Development Program, Urbana School District Urbana, Illinois
Worked cooperatively with the University of Illinois in training
student teachers through practical classroom experience.

8/81 to 12/81

Visiting Professor - University of Illinois - Champaign-Urbana,
Illinois
Team taught a graduate course through the Department of Special
Education dealing with the development of curriculum for the
education of handicapped preschoolers.
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6/80 to 5/81

Director of Preschool Program - Orchard Downs Infant-Toddler
Center - Urbana, Illinois
Directed a center based program for children aged six-weeks to
three years. Worked to improve and reorganize the program to
accommodate the development and implementation of a
mainstreaming program.
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